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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This action is in response to the communication filed on 1/27/2006. Claims 1 and 
27 are amended and Claims 28 - 31 are added. Currently Claims 1 - 31 are pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The terms "a time long enough", "shortly before said transaction", "sufficient time" 
and "substantially immediately" in claims 1, 6, 28, 30, and 31 are relative terms, and 
Claims 28 and 31 recite, "inherent action/capability/obligations" which render the claims 
indefinite. The terms "a time long enough", "shortly before said transaction", "sufficient 
time", "substantially immediately" and "inherent action/capability/obligations", are not 
defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the 
requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of 
the scope of the invention. 
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The dependent claims 2 - 5, 7 - 27 and 29 are rejected at least by virtue of their 
dependency on the dependent claims. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 1/27/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Regarding claim 1 , Applicant argues that the cited prior art (Rowney et 
al. U.S. Patent Number 5,987,140, Oishi U.S. Patent Number 6,298,153), do not teach 
"a digital unique transitory insignia". This argument is not found persuasive. 

Prior art is believed to read on the claims as "a digital verification insignia" and 
"the verification insignia being a unique transitory insignia" can be any information that 
can be used to verify the identity of the legal entity A (instant specification Page 4 lines 
21 -26), 

Oishi when combined with Rowney, discloses "... a unique transitory insignia ...a 
time long enough to complete "...providing the unique transitory insignia to the legal 
entity A by the legal entity C for said single transaction shortly before said transaction 
being ..." (Oishi column 18, lines 33-43). 
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4. Therefore, the examiner respectfully asserts that the cited prior art does teach or 
suggest the amended subject matter "a digital verification insignia" and "the verification 
insignia being a unique transitory insignia" and "...providing the unique transitory 
insignia to the legal entity A by the legal entity C for said single transaction shortly 
before said transaction being ..." broadly recited in the amended independent claim 1. 

The dependent claims 2-27 are rejected at least by virtue of their dependency 
on the dependent claims and by other reason set forth in this office action. 

Accordingly, the rejection for the pending claims 1 - 27 is respectfully maintained 
and Claims 28 - 31 are rejected as per claims 1 - 27. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

6. Claims 1-9, 12, 13, 18, 23, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rowney et al U.S. Patent No. 5,987,140 in view of Oishi U.S. 
Patent No. 6,298,153 B1. 

As to claims 1, 28, 30 and 31, Rowney et al discloses a method for performing a 
transaction between a legal entity A that has an approval to perform such transaction 
and a legal entity B over a network (column 10, lines 4-19). Rowney et al discloses the 
transaction being initiated by the legal entity A (column 10, lines 31-58). Rowney et al 
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discloses the legal entity & associating the transaction with a digital verification insignia 
(i.e. certificate) to verify the approval to the legal entity B (column 11, lines 30-37). 
Rowney et al discloses that the verification insignia being a unique transitory insignia for 
a single transaction and valid only for a time long enough to complete a transaction 
provided to the legal entity A by a legal entity C who thereby guarantees that the legal 
entity A has the approval (column 15, lines 56-64). Rowney et al discloses providing the 
unique transitory insignia to the legal entity A by the legal entity C for said transaction 
being conditioned by the legal entity A providing to the legal entity C a secret 
identification code (i.e. password) confirming the identity of the legal entity A to the legal 
entity C (column 12, lines 26-42). Rowney et al discloses that the legal entity B validates 
through legal entity C the unique transitory insignia, and upon positive validation, and 
only then, accepts the transactions (column 15, lines 56-64). 

Rowney et al discloses that the transitory unique insignia is invalidated 
substantially immediately after the validation (column 10, lines 31-58). 

Rowney et al does not teach that the unique transitory insignia is valid for a 
single transaction and valid only for sufficient time to complete a transaction. Rowney et 
al does not teach invalidating substantially immediately after the validation of the 
transitory unique insignia. 

Oishi teaches a certificate that is valid for only a single transaction and valid only 
for sufficient time to complete a transaction (column 18, lines 33-43). Oishi teaches the 
legal entity C invalidating substantially immediately after the validation of the 
certification (column 18, lines 33-43). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified Rowney et al so that the certificate 
would have only been valid for a single transaction and valid only for sufficient time to 
complete the transaction. The certificate would have been invalidated substantially 
immediately after the validation of the certification. It would have been obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to have 
modified Rowney et al by the teaching of Oishi because it ensures that the certificate is 
not subject to a replay attack. 

As to claim 2, Rowney et al teaches that the validation is guaranteed by the legal 
entity C (column I 5, lines 56-641 . Rowney et al teaches that the legal entity C upon the 
guaranteeing invalidates the unique transitory insignia (column 10, lines 31-58). 

As to claims 3 and 29, Rowney et al suggests that a first timestamp (i.e. issue 
date) is recorded by the legal entity C, the first timestamp comprising the date and time 
of the provision of the unique transitory insignia to the legal entity A by the legal entity C 
(column 1 1 , lines 30-37). The examiner asserts that it is well known in the art that a 
digital certificate contains the issue date. 

As to claim 4, Rowney et al suggests that a second timestamp is recorded by the 
legal entity A (column 1 1 lines 30-37). Rowney et al suggests that the second 
timestamp comprises the date and time when the legal entity & to verify the approval to 
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the legal entity B, associates the transaction with a verification insignia (column 18, lines 
20-33). 

As to claim 5, Rowney et al suggests that the unique transitory insignia 
comprises the first timestamp (column 1 1 lines 30-37). 

As to claim 6, Rowney et al suggests that the transitory unique insignia is 
invalidated by the legal entity C substantially immediately after a pre-specified time 
counted from the time recorded in the timestamp (i.e. validity period) (column 1 1 , lines 
30-371 . The examiner asserts that it is well known in the art that a digital certificate 
contains a validity period that is counted down from the issue date. 

As to claim 7, Rowney et al suggests that the pre-specified time is between 10 
millisecond and 5 minutes (column 9, lines 24-32). 

As to claim 8, Rowney et al teaches verifying of the correctness of the unique 
transitory insignia (column 15, lines 56-64). 

As to claim 9, Rowney et al teaches that the public network is the internet or any 
other public, semi-public, private or semi-private network (column 9 lines 51-61). 
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As to claim 12, Rowney et al teaches that the unique transitory insignia has a 
unique identification number (column 1 1 , lines 30-371 . The examiner asserts that it is 
well known in the art that digital certificates contain a unique identification number. 

As to claim 13, Rowney et al suggests that the unique identification number is 
associated with a financial agreement between the legal entity A and a trusted partner 
of the legal entity C (column I 1 , lines 30-37). The examiner asserts that it is well known 
in the art that digital certificates contain a unique identification number. 

As to claim 18, Rowney et al teaches that the legal entity C requests a payment 
by the legal entity B, the request being associated with the unique transitory insignia 
(column 17 line 37 to column 18 line 11). 

As to claim 23, Rowney et al teaches that the unique transitory insignia (i.e. 
digital certificate) is comprised in a digital code (column 1 1 lines 30-37). 

As to claim 26, Rowney et al teaches that the pre-specified time is between 30 
seconds and 4 minutes (column I 1 , lines 30-37). 

As to claim 27, Rowney et al suggests that the pre-specified time is 2 minutes 
(column 11, lines 30-37). 
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7. Claims 10, 24 and 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rowney et al U.S. Patent No. 5,987,140 and Oishi U.S. Patent No. 6,298,153 B1 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Puhl et al U.S. Patent No. 6,223,291 
B1. 

As to claim 10, the Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that the network 
uses a wireless application protocol. Puhl et al teaches a network that is adapted to use 
a wireless application protocol (column 2, lines 37-43). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have modified the Rowney-Oishi combination so that the network was implemented 
using a wireless application protocol. It would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Rowney- 
Oishi combination by the teaching of Puhl et al because it allows clients to perform 
electronic commerce over a wireless network with enhanced security (column 1 , lines 
35-57). 

As to claims 24 and 25, the Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that the 
digital code (i.e. certificate) is generated in a cellular phone, by means of a digital device 
provided by the legal entity C. Rowney et al does not teach that the digital code is 
encrypted. Puhl et al teaches that the digital code (i.e. certificate) is generated in a 
cellular phone, by means of a digital device provided by the legal entity C. Puhl et al 
teaches that the digital code is encrypted. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified the Rowney-Oishi combination so 
that the certificate was generated by a cellular phone provided by the third party. The 
certificates would have been encrypted during sessions. It would have been obvious to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the Rowney-Oishi combination by the teaching of Puhl et al because it allows 
clients to perform electronic commerce over a wireless network with enhanced security 
(column 1 , lines 35-57). 

8. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rowney 
et al U.S. Patent No. 5,987,140 and Oishi U.S. Patent No. 6,298,153 B1 as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Aziz U.S. Patent No. 6,223,291 B1 . 

As to claim 1 1 , the Rowney-Oishi combination teaches that the verification 
insignia is provided to the legal entity A by the legal entity C, as discussed above. The 
Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that it is transmitted over the Internet through 
a secure communication channel protected by the secret identification code. 

Aziz teaches a secure communication channel on the Internet protected by the 
secret identification code (i.e. password) (column 6, lines 4-18). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the Rowney-Oishi combination so that password would 
have been used to secure the communication channel on the Internet. It would have 
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been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the Rowney-Oishi combination by the teaching of Aziz because 
it protects the connection from being taken over by an attacker (column 1, lines 31-38). 

9. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rowney 
et al U.S. Patent No. 5,987,140 and Oishi U.S. Patent No. 6.298/153 B1 as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Haber et al U.S. Patent No. 5,136,646. 

As to claim 22, the Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that the unique 
identification number is selected from a pool of numbers agreed between the legal entity 
C and the trusted partners of the legal entity C. The Rowney-Oishi combination does 
not teach that the number is released after the transitory unique insignia has been 
invalidated. 

Haber et al teaches that the unique identification number (i.e. transaction 
number) is selected from a pool of numbers agreed between the legal entity C and the 
trusted partners of the legal entity C (column 4, lines 56-671 . Haber et al teaches that 
the number is released after the transitory unique insignia has been invalidated (column 
6, lines 33-41). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Rowney-Oishi 
combination so that the unique identification on the certificate was the transaction 
number as taught by Haber et al. After the merchant authenticates the certificate and 
invalidates it, the receipt with the transaction number would have been released. It 
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would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the Rowney-Oishi combination by the teaching of 
Haber et al because the receipt provides proof of the transaction (column 3, lines 10- 
27). 

10. Claims 14, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rowney et al U.S. Patent No. 5.987,140 and Oishi U.S. Patent No. 6,298,153 B1 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Franklin et al U.S. Patent No. 
5,883,810. 

As to claims 14, 20 and 21, the Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that 
the financial agreement comprises the trusted partner of the legal entity C providing the 
legal partner A with a payment card. The Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that 
the unique number is selected in accordance with a unique number of the payment 
card. The Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that the unique number is selected 
in accordance with a unique issuer identification number of the legal entity C or in 
accordance with a unique identification number of trusted partners) of the legal entity C. 

Franklin et al teaches that the financial agreement comprises the trusted partner 
of the legal entity C providing the legal partner A with a payment card (i.e. credit card) 
(column 4, lines 36-47). Franklin et al teaches that the unique number is selected in 
accordance with a unique number of the payment card (i.e. credit card number). 

Franklin et al teaches that the unique number is selected in accordance with a 
unique issuer identification number of the legal entity C or in accordance with a unique 
identification number of trusted partners) of the legal entity C (column 4, lines 48-65). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified the Rowney-Oishi combination so 
that the issuing bank would have issued the credit card and the certificate. The 
certificate would have contained the credit card number. It would have been obvious to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the Rowney-Oishi combination by the teaching of Franklin et al because it 
substantially reduces the value of a stolen number since the number is only a proxy 
number for a single purchase. Stealing the proxy number would not greatly benefit a 
thief because it cannot be repeatedly used for other purchases or transactions. Another 
benefit is that the system integrates with existing card verification and settlement 
protocols. All parties, except the issuing bank, are able to treat the transaction number 
of the online commerce card in the same manner in which they process a Visa or 
MasterCard transaction today. No additional processing software is needed at the 
merchants or settlement participants (column 12, lines 10-20). 

11. Claims 15-17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rowney et al U.S. Patent No. 5,987,140 and Oishi U.S. Patent No. 4,298,153 B1 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Collin U.S. Patent No. 6,223,291 B1. 
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As to claims 15-17 and 19, the Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that 
the unique identification number comprises at least a first and a second identification 
component. The Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach that the first identification 
component identifies the financial agreement and the second identification component 
identifies the legal entity Rowney et al does not teach that the second identification 
component is assigned to the legal entity C by a registration authority agreed between 
the legal entity C and a number of trusted partners of the legal entity C. The Rowney- 
Oishi combination does not teach there is interdependency between the financial 
agreement and a disbursement account. The Rowney-Oishi combination does not teach 
that the payment is withdrawn from the disbursement account. 

Collin teaches that the unique identification number comprises at least a first and 
a second identification component. Collin teaches that the first identification component 
identifies the financial agreement (i.e. debit card number) (column lines 4-1) and the 
second identification component (i.e. certificate issuer) identifies the legal entity C. 

Collin teaches that the second identification component is assigned to the legal 
entity C by a registration authority agreed between the legal entity C and a number of 
trusted partners of the legal entity C (column 10, lines 14-30). Collin teaches there is 
interdependency between the financial agreement and a disbursement account (i.e. 
your debit account). 

Collin teaches that the payment is withdrawn from the disbursement account 
(column 1 1 , lines 34-58). Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Rowney- 
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Oishi combination so that the third party would assign a debit account with a user and a 
certificate. The certificate would contain the debit card account number as well as the 
certificate issuer. Every time the certificate was passed and used for a purchase, funds 
would be taken out of the corresponding debit account. It would have been obvious to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the Rowney-Oishi combination by the teaching of Collin because give a 
customer an opportunity to make purchases over the Internet and have funds withdrawn 
from their debit account securely. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Pramila Parthasarathy whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3866. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00a.m. To 5:00p.m.. If attempts 
to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Ayaz 
Sheikh can be reached on 571-232-3795. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to 
the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose 
telephone number is 703-305-3900. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Pramila Parthasarathy 



April 06, 2006. 
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